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Introductory Statement = .

_ The Center for Soc1a1 0rgan1zat1on of Schoo]s has two primary obJect1ves
. to develop a scientific know]edge of how schools affect their students, and to
use this knowledge to deve]op better school pract1ces and organ1zat1on

| The Center works through three programs to achieve its obJect1ves ,The
Policy Studies:in.School Desegregatfon program anplies the basic theories of - -
social organizetion.of schools to study the internal conditions of desegregateo
schools, the feas1b111ty of alternat1ve desegregat1on poT1c1es and the inter-
re]at1on of school desegregat1on with other. equ1ty issues such as hous1ng and
JOb ﬂe;egregat1on ~The School 0rgan1zatyon program is concerned with authority-
control structures, task structures, reward systems; and peer groop proceeses
in schools. It has prodoced a 1arge-sca1e etudy of the effects of open schools, .
has developed the Teams-Games-Tournament '(TGT) instructional process for teaching
various.subjectsztn elementiry and secondary.schoo1§; and hasvproaoced a computerized
| system for school-wide attendance‘monitorino, The School Process.and;Career
'Development.program is studying transitions from high schoollto post secondary

%nstitutions and ‘the role of schoo]ing in the deveTooment of career plans and .

the actua11zat1on of labor market outcomes ' |

- . This report, prepared by the School Process and Career Development program,
- examines how differences between schools (institutional effects) and d1fferences

within schools (individua! experiences) affect students' later occupational

status and earnings. - , 1 . . )
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ABSTRACT ' . :

The socioeconom1c consequences of qua11tat1ve var1ations in educationa]
experiences are evaluated for a sample of young adu]t males who were f1rst
surveyed in 1955 as high school sophomores and fo]lowed up in 1970. Models-

_fof institutjonal 1nf1uence.and of within-school processes are developed for
both seconriary and post-secondary education to integratedand refine the 1itf
eratprés on school'effects and'feturns to schooling. Rather impressive

occupat1ona1 status and earn1ngs d1fferent1als are assoc1ated wrth gross

i

school- to-school d1fferences and with qua11tat1ve differences in educat1ona1 al

exper1ences w1th1n 1nst1tut1ons. Secondary school characteristics and
. experienées weigh particularly upen the market odtcomes ofﬁyodth who‘te;mfn- B
| ated formad schooling at high schepl graduation.v We suggest that the T
tkadftional use o \guaptitative indices of schooling (i. e., years of schooi
completed or cert1f1cat1on levels) in assess1ng the market consequences of
1nvestments in educat1on need to be supplemented by 1nformat1on on qua11tat1ve
_variations in educat1ona1 exper1ences. Additionally, the~11kelihood that
' scn001 experiences_may have”quite-different implications for Selected.
target popu1ations deserves further consideration.. The simplistic assumption
implicit in nuch of the schoo]"effects literature that institutional effects -

are homogeneous may actually mask quite important consequences for certain

students. ' e




"~ SCHOOLING AND SOCIOEQONOMIC ATTAINMENTS:
. HIGH SCHOOL AND COLLEGE INFLUENCES

- INTRODUCTTON R

- The diverse literatures on'educatton and social stratification :
'reVeal a distressing djsjuncture‘between the expectations'fromltheory.and
the'evidence from research V1rtua11y every commentary on the. 1unctions of
. schoollng 1n industrial (sometImes 11m1ted to advanced cap1ta11st) society
pos1ts (or, more often, assumes) a pregm1nent responsib111ty of schools in
preparing students for and allocating them to the1r adu]t work roTes. While
there often is sharp dlsagreement on prec1se1y how it is that schools promote .
such rareer preparation, on what d1mens1ons of competency tra1n1nq are '
thought-most s1gn1f1cant, and on “he valuaticn of this state of affairs;

authors Of-such different persuasions a§‘the functionalists Parsonsf(1959)

~and Moore (1969) and the radical economgzts Bowles -and Gintis,(1973 1976;

[_Bowles, 1977; Gintis, 1971) nevertheless f1nd themselves on common ground

in perceiving 1nt1mate linkages between soc1etyﬁ§ systems of educatlonal and
social'stratjfication,' Schools are thought not only‘to channel and certify -
"their clients, but also to change them, either cognitively‘or non-cognitively - -
(see especially, Dreeban, 1967), in ways dictated py'the requirements of

the prevailing economic order. A | -

The specific worker qua11t1es that are thought instilled

through schoollng are themselves w1de-rang1ng, runniny the gamut from cog- '
| nitive facility to deferential doclllty (compare, for,example, M1ncer, 1974,

with Edwards, 1976). Regaroless of which of these aré the theorists'
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- breferred constructs, there appears to be quite.general_abreement that:

: schooling and schoo]‘organization are effective mechanismS‘for‘pronoting ‘
them, and, hence, for preparing students for their eventual work careers

sﬁ;he organization of schooling thus not merely re"lects the prevailing

: economic and social orders, but, more significantly, it is an active agent
in their reproduction (Bowles, 1977). | _

T | These are impressive and recurrent ciaims for the efficac} of schools as
social constructions, yet the assertions of these 1arge1y theoretic expositions -
find 1itt1e support |n enpirical assessments of the actual impact of school
-crganization upon its clients (Jencks, et al. 1972). How, then, might the
bold and'per51stent claims from theory and/or informed judgnent be'reconciled
with the failure of educational research to document the seemingiy self-
evident? While we are open to the bossibility that this more theoretical
1iterature may well exaggerate thetextent to which-schools and educational
exberiences do in fact transform students in the course of-processing them
through, we nevertheless think it premature to draw such ajconclusion from .
the generally nen-supportive research;evidence current1y4avai1ab1e. .qur
limitations of this and related literatures-strike us as especially;frouhle--
some. | | ‘ |

First, research on the contribution -of schooling to the maintenance or
alleviation of inequaiity, although Voluminous and Quite illuminating, never;
theless suffers from a certain narrowness of focus. The most common .concern

;in‘both the sociologicai and economics literatures is to estimate the secio-.

economic benefits accruing ‘to marginal increments in educational attainment

(Sewell.and Hauser, 1975; aériffin, 1976; Mincer, .1974; Bowles T972). Such‘\_\y,/

o
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assessments, relylng as they do on simple quant1tat1ve indices of years of '

schoollng completed, or certification ]evels, 1gnore the 1abor market

i ggnsequences of qua11tat1ve variations 1n'educat1on der1v1ng both from :

- differences between schools and from'alverse exper1ences w1th1n them. An

adequate 1nvest:gat1on of the role*of formal ‘education 1n reproduc1ng socio-
economic inequality from generat1on to generaiwon must nEcessar11y attend

to these qua11tat1ve dimensions of educational inequality and how they, in
turn, affect the p051t1on1ng of 1h;1v1duals in the strat1f1cat1on system (c f
gowles and Gintis, 1973, 1976). ... |

' Second, it is now generally appreciated.that between school differences
are at best ﬁodestiy cohsequential for cognitive growth, edUCational per form-
ance and edhcational attainment {e.g., Coleman, et a]; 1966; Mosteller and’
Moynihan, 1972; Jencks, et al, 1972{ Hauser, 1971; Hauser, ;ewe11,°and Alwin,
1976; Klitgaard and Hall, 1975). While these, unquestionably, are impohtant |

brodu¢ts of schooling, they can hardly be thought to’exhaust the-ébmpetencies

L)

and qualities that might be assets in the workplace (c.f., Berg, 1970) '

personaquua11t1es that actually make for a successful worker are not well
; understood but suggest1ons abound in the 11terature and the respons1veness i

of - such tra1ts, aside from. the few ment1oned above, to variations in school

qua11ty and to school exper1ences is V1rtua11y unknown. Inkeles' (1966)

catalogde of the dimensions'of competency might be a useful starting point

for .such an exercise; but even hie;seemingly comprehensive echeme falle
considerably short of exheusting the:reasonable possihiltties. Various
rediéal critiques of schooling emphasize its role in phoducing workers
intellectually ahd’dispoeitionally suited to the requirements;pf the hier-

archical socialkohganization cf work characteristic of monopoly capitalist

.
. . . I
N -
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producting(Bpwles and Gintis, 1976). Qualities §u§2 as docility, reliability,

punctuallty, and deference to authorlty are assumed b ’Marxist scholars to be
the 1mportant products of . school soc1a11zat1on (Edwards., 1976 Bowles and

-

N0

Gintis, 1976) That Such facets of disposition and deportment "have been
\

‘almost comp]etely neglected 4n school. effects research underscores 1ts narrow

scope. \ _ ) \\
& - There actually have been surpr1s1ngly few studies of school effects,

either'secondary or postsecondary, on adult socioeconomic ach1evement
v 3

_therefore we cannot securely conc]ude that school differences have 11tt1e

relevance for tareer atta1nments In fact /fhn 11tt1e 11terature that 15
\

avai]able, though hardly conclusive, suggests otherw1se. Jencks and Brown\
(1975), for example, found secondary school differences to accdunt for an .\
additional 9.5 percent (or 3. 6% after corrections for degrees :of freedom)

of the variance in the occupat1ona1 status of young men over that attr1butab1e

- to race, status»or1g1ns, academ1c achievement, and educat1ona1 attainment.
Although comparable aralyses have yet to be reported for earnings, the importance \\

of ‘per pupil educational expenditures. for economic attainments ha;/hee;/the

subject of some study (Wachtel, 1975, 1976; Johnson and’ Stafford

1973- Lfnk and“Ratledge, i975- Morgenstern, 1973) While the resu1ts of th1sl
research often are contradictury (compare, for example, the pos1t1ve con-
clusions of wachtel;\i975»and Link and Ratledge,-1975 with the negatjve assess-
ment hy Morgenstenn, 1973); Wachtel (1975), in what is perhaps the most'
adequate study of .this sort, concTuded that secondary school "quallty" remained
a sign1f1cant determ1nant of earnings even net of a var1ety of individual- 1eve1

.contro]s. Thus, there is at. least . the suggest1on that the 1nf1uence‘of ) %

. secondary .schools on actual sociceconomic achievements may be appreciable,
~ R R .

\
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desplte the generally negatiue conclusionsufopthcomlng from school effects
research on'cognitive outcomes. D1scuss1on of possible postsecondary conse-
quences ‘for socioeconomic attainment, also central to the present proJect
will be. deferred until a bit later. |
Third the traditional search for'school effects, in foousing on differEnces
between educat1onal institutions, neglects potent1ally qu1te important qualita-
- tive var1at1ons in the educational experiences of students with1n a given’

school sett1ng Thus, the differential access to and ut1l1zat1on of resources

within schools may be of far greater consequence for student soc1alfzat1on

and instructional outcomes than any disparities across schools in the1r personnel,

»

facil1t1es, educational ph1losoph1es, curr1culum orqan1zat1on "and the Tike.
:Research on the relevance of the qual1ty and character of one's peer E

associates, on.the 1ntens1ty and frequency of centact with counselérs and

.

teachers, and on one's secondary school track ‘placement for a broad range of
cogn1t1ve and non-cognitive products of the educat1onal prccess clearly

suggest this poss1b1l1ty (Kerckhoff, 1976; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin, 1976

Heyns, 1974; Alexander, Cook, and McDill1, l978)

Ne assume that such school resources also may have relevance both for °

v

adult ach1evements and for the perpetuat1on of 1nequal1ty across generations. -
| Enrollment in a college preparatory track, or the completion of particular "$k
courses while in high'school, may contributerto occupational and economic
success by equipping students with Valuedlskills, knowledge, or attitudesf
Enrollment in vocational or'business curricila may also furnish students--
especially those lacking college certificatjonetwith specific job-related

skills. These; in turn, may be rewarded. in the workplace in the form of
N .

-
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lﬂincreased status.or\earnings. While evidence on the economic returns to . ﬂ'
vocational education in secondary scaocls is weak and 1ncons1stent (compare

Hu, Lee, and Stromsdorfer, 1971 and Baker and Levenson,/l976), vocational
education nevertheless often is assumed to have cons1derable market utility, e

-especially for the occupat1onal careers of d1sadvantaged youth (see "Vocational

;Educat1on," Journal of Human Resources, 1968). Favorable 1nteraction w1th
counselors and teachers could result in more effect1ve career counseling, as.
well as greater (and more accurate) information on labor market cond1t10ns :
and employment opportun1t1es, e1ther or both of wh1ch may enhance career,
success (c.f., Parnes and Kohen, 1975). Of course, to the extent that these
"variables are d1rectly affected by status or1g1ns (see Alexander, ‘Cook, and.
‘MeDi11, l978 Heyns, l974) they ‘may also identify school1ng mechan1sms re-if' i
spons1ble for 1ntergenerat1onal cont1nu1t1es in econom1c pos1tion, a po1nt B ‘

' of some 1mportance in the rad1cal'cr1t1que of Amer1can school1ng (e g »

| Bowles and G1nt1s, 1976) S1nce the importance of such factors as sources

f school 1nfluence has only recently been apprec1ated and s1nce their. conse-"

quences for- students eventual labor market prospects. have- rece1ved scant
cons1derat1on,] we think th:s a part1culagjy fertile l1ne of inqu1ry fOr \\\\\
further1ng our understand1ng of the l1nkages between school1ng and soc1oeconom1c ’

well be1ng 5 = v | o o :
Finally,.virtually all studies of school impact on labor market outcomes '
__have assumed tnat the determ1nants of occupat1onal and econom1c success are
similarly eff1cac1ous across all levels of educat1onal atta1nment Should
this not, in fact, be‘the case, and therez1s good reason for skept1c1sm

'(e.g., Alexander and Eckland,-l975), then estfmates of the 1mportance of

12 .
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school experlences‘f%r adult success may be quite misleading, essentially

confound1ng together what mtght be quite 1mportant 1nfluences for some

, students with their tr1v1al counterparts for others.

‘Drawing again upon the suggestions from labor economics; in this'instance

the impllcations of both neoclassical theor1es of human cap1tal and var1ous R \

' perspect1ves-on Tabor market segmentation (e. g Gordon, l972), 1t might be

@sumed . that students at different levels of school1ng typ1cally are be1ng
"kepared foraquite d1st1nct1ve labor market careers with d1st1nct1ve requlreqb‘

-ments for effect1ve worker performance If indeed the criter1a -for “appropriati’

a caréer preparatxon d1ffer across levels of sthool1ng, and schools are organ1zed )

to: promote these ends, then it seems plaus1ble to ant1c1pate that var1atmons in

school(“quality" at any level of school1ng wi]l be most qfrsequent1al for the

l

. market prospects of students who- terminate the1r formal educat1ons at that f

Tw

\level Thus, the. 1mpact of dlfferences 1n secondary school drgan1zat1on and

[d
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! o
experiences should be at a max1mum for term1nal h1gh school graduates and qu1te

1

attenuated for vouth who cont1nue their educat1ons 1nto college (Wachtel .

l976) For these latter youth, college exper1ences and character1st1cs should

“fexceed those of their secondary schools in the1r market consequences.‘ The “

“ [}
3

3 rationale or th1s expecfat1on 1s advanced~persuas1vely by Bowles and

Gint1s (l973 87) | | _
the work- related personal1ty tra1ts requ1red of
: employees di ffer accord1ng to the work role 1n quest1on,
e those at. the base of the h1erarchy requ1r1ng a heavy "ﬁf ’w‘. | g
| emphas1s on obedhencb and rules and those at the top, o
G where the d1SCret1onary scope is considerable, re- -
5:m “g;;.JQqujng a greater ab1l1ty to make decisions on"the '.‘ ﬂ@gi
Bt e T R s ' S : e

’
v
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oo 3.4 . basis of well internalized norms. ThlS pattern is
o ""closely repl1cated in the soc1al relations of
schooling.. Note the wide range of -choice over
~ curriculum, liie‘style, and allocation of time
.' afforded to college students, compared with the
':obedience and respect for authority expec*ed in -
| high school " ’
| Thus, for terminal h1gh school graduates the job related skills acqu1red and/or
_:refined in high school should be more “relevant for *c success sino&‘:ﬁ
.not odﬁy exhaust ‘the stock of so-called human capital te be. acqu1red by them
‘}through-formal schooling, but also because they should be skills better suited
’to the kinds of work they are most l1kely to pursue. Additionally, in the
absence of other screening deV1ces for these youth such as college diploma and '

' -
evidence of college performance, employers are more l1kely to draw upon v

information perta1ning to the qual1ty of their secondary schools ang to the1r L
_ educational exper1ences there 1n mak1ng h1r1ng and/or promotion d;éZsions.

He therefore ant1c1pate that the labor market consequences of- variations
in educational exper1ences and school quality W1ll differ substantially across -m-;
'student groups depending on the level at wh1ch their formal schooling is con-
'cluded If such d1fferences do. ma1nta1n and are pronounced, then the tradit1onal
_procedures for asse551ng the impact of schoolnng may well underestimate that
impact by m1stakenly assum1ng 1t to be uniform for all students. ¢ The. o
Tanalysis that follows con51ders thlS poss 1b1l1tv through parallel analysis |

.

of both the UEtween school and w1thin school determinants of labor market

.success for terminal high_school graduateS-and,college-goers. . ‘ ‘.
% ,_\. ) ] . Lt e - .
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‘We examine college-goers separately, however, for yet another reason.

Given the presumed need for highly-skilled technologically sophisticated

o manpower 1n advanced capitalist societies, post-secondary education is of

v

'-vincreasing 1mportance for the ma]ntenanCe and growth of a knowledge pased_

. economy (Clark, 1962; Bell 1973). Indeed, soc1etal pressure for a profession- ;”
alized labor force is dramatically reflected in college-enrollment statistics;,

: in the early l970 S, for example over 50 percent of American secondary school..
Praduntes enrolled 1n some college program after high school graduatloo (Freeman,
Y. W oare observmq, wnergtore, e "democraftization" of higher education,

' this in an era of nearly universal access to secondary education (c.f., Jencks,

4,et al, l972) As 1nst1tutions of higher learning have. adapted to- the changingit%
'economic requlrements of late. cap1talism, they have not only grown in size and

| ~in, number but also have developed new programs»and restructured existJng ones

'.(Freeman, l976) The distinctions both among and w1th1n post-SEcondary edu-.
cational 1nst1tutions are presumed to have a substantial 1mpact on the growth

~ of. the "knowledge el1te" (Galbraith l976 Bell l973) and. on, the subsequent | .'

) socioeconomic careers of those who generate, dlsseminate, and manage techinical

'expertise (Freeman 19765 Reed and Miller, l970) EmpTrical explorations

- 2 -’ »

Tinking school1ng and soc1al 1nequal1ty, thus, should attend not only to

S - g

':secondary sckool "effects," but also to the manner in wh1ch diverse college

.,1-. . .
LI

experiences are 1mpl1cated in the 1ntergenerationai.transmission of socio-

econor .. sucgess or fajlure.
vl€“: A‘modest body cf l1terature is, in fact devoted to the role of post-‘ T

a-
)
T

secondary education ip affect1ng career attainments (e.g., Alwin, Hauser, and

Sewell 1975} Solmon, 1975 Reed and’ Miller, l970 Wachtel l975 l976). j . "_ N

A i . , . .,
LEN N L PR :




/“However, how it is that attendance at one or another post-secondary 1nstitution.
" or one's educationa1 exper1ences*with1n such 1nstitutions, cond1tion career ‘
attainments remains poor1y-understood On the one hand, it is known that
iu students aré not random]y ailocated to co]]eges (A1win, 1974) Secondary
-schooi differences status backgrounds, and academ1c ab11ity 1nf1uence the | v
,'prooability of co]]ege enrollment and, moreover, affect se1ection into certain -
types of co]leges (A]exander and tckland, L977) Thus, a college education may ,
simply certify the marketab111ty or trainability of prospective workers w1thout :
aeiudl!y changing them %0 a marked degree (on the “screening“ hypothe51s, see
Berg, 1970 and Layard and Psacharopoulos, 1974) "On the other hand,. col]eges A
"actua11y may equ1p the1r students with skiiis and/or attitudes ‘which prove |
"‘valuable 1n work organizations (e g s. So]mon, 1975 Freeman, 1976) The 1atteral_
,,be]ief, certa1n1y, prOV1ded the rationale for ma551ve inflows of pub1ic monies
Jinto higher education during. the late 1950's and.1960 s. (I
o Ear]y, and to some extent more recent, research on the soc1oeconom1c ”
. careers ‘of college men often did not (or could not) take into account many
'of these se1ection or "1nput" variables; thus p0551b1y resu1t1ng in question-
r~ab1e inferences concern1ng the eff1cacy of coT]ege “qua]ity“ and/or exper1ences
.within post secondary institutions (e g., Freeman; 1976 Spaeth 1970,. < (
"-weisbrod and Karpoff, 1968 Solmon, '1975; wales, 1973) The resuitS'of more
(:adequateJy specified ach1evement models now avai1ab1e (e g.s A]win, 1974 1976b
N;Alwin, Hauser and Sewe11, 1975 wachtel, 1975) 1nd1cate that institutional
) differences and/or academ1c performance and course of study in co]lege influence-‘
.isome labor market attainments (earnings probab111ty of promotion) but not

,Iiothers (occupationa1 status, e. g » Alwin, 1974).

v _ ".' e C 16
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| The present proJect addresses many of the l1m1tations described above and

integrates these various perspectives on school1ng and 1nequal1ty by asse551ng':
the occupational status and earaings d1fferentials associated, f1rst, with
attending different secondary and'post secondary educat1onal 1nstitutions and

' second with academic experiences and allocative mechanisms situated w1th1n
schools and colleges For the reasons noted above we examine these 1issues
separately for terminal high school gp]'..tnt " eollege-goers Ne ﬂlﬂ! to
determine whether, how, and fbr whom between-school d1fferences and within- |

: school resources and educational experiences constrain subsequent labor market ;

achievement and. thereby reproduce or modify socioeconomic inequal1ty P ",

A

,2*“'ir' X _.3’: v.f%‘ SR The Modéli': ' | .fif: e
The model to be evaluated in th1s paper is presented schematically 1n
Figure l In. addition to 1nclud1ng variables examined 1n other research On
general soc1oeconom1c achievement processes “Ve. g > Sewell ahd Hauser, 19755
Alexander,vEckland and Griffin, l975), it also has certa1n distinctive
featLres Because so‘few data sets conta:n 1nformation on parental income :
(the exceptions are Sewell and Hauser, l975 Griffin, l976) and rel1gious . ;5.
. background (Featherman, l97l), for example, our upderstanding of their relevance
: for the quality of educatlon received and subseguently, for adult achievement y
'is quite l1m1ted (for conJecture on such effects see Bowles, 1972). ﬂu;' -
present work also complements and expands existing research on the labor market il

achievements of college 9oers Our college models include one important post-- :

secondary 1nst1tutional characteristic, college "selectivity" (Astin, l965),

. v . 3 . ‘ o
o * ] ) . PRI R u' ;




12

and several indicators of experiences and attainments within colleges: (e g.,
performance, receipt of honors, naJor, academic self-image) . Few studies
have considered the importance of both college attributes aﬂd experiences. for
socioeconomic attainment FolloWing~Alwin (l974° 1976b; Alwin, Hauser, and
Sewell, l975), we also specify the impact of soCioeconomic background, ability,
and a variety of high school soCialization and allocation'mechanisms, thereby

» controlling for the influence of . these variables on col 9@k aslection end
perfomm ol mmm #¥Yree to which the‘lr é‘F‘fec«ts are mediated by
subsequent coilege experiences Finally, in the college analyses we also hold

&

&
constant secondary school differences (on the neceSSity of this control, see

Alexander and Eckland, 1977; Wachtel, 1975, l976), thereby taking into account

patterns of institutional stratification across levels of schooling«in assess--

l

ing college effects This model is one of the few which Simultaneously ’

includes indicators of high school- .and college quality and experiences

. T
" 3, )"

The causal ordering of variables in this model was dictated where )
possible, by the ‘time frame in which they were measured or, ifqretrospective,

“to which they refer Thus, for example, variables measured when the’ respon- N
(\ f,' <
dents were htgh school sop'homores (e g R Significanygothers influence, goal .

,orientations),are conSidered ‘antecederit to senior year 0utcomes (curricula,
f . . .
.o 4 ‘ : . . Q-

S 7/ ,
S o FIGURE 1 HERE
coursework self-image, etc ), and: all high school variables precede college

L. Y

experiences DeCisions regarding the ordering of variables measured at the

same point in time were guided by -the implications of speCific item wording .

o

and judgments based on their theoretical relationships (e g., sewell Haller,

and Portes, l969). Our speCification leaves unanalyzed the exact causal

. ) .' . . . . . - .
. toaeNty . .- - . : . -
. - - - ' . . « o ’ . e )
. ' t . . e o . . T .

x
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: relatlonships between background Statuses andfschool-membership As Hauser,
Sewell and Alwin note (1976: 3l6) however, net effects are the maJor concern
of most school effects research, and the est1mat1on of these are unaffected

by the causal1ty between background and school membershlp

PROCEDURES.

ﬂh accurate assesSment of thevimpact of school difference;\reguires'proper
‘”controls for 1nd1v1dual level attrlbutes whlch may affect economlc success
(Hauser, 19715 Alwin, l976a) Unless school-levea determinants of soc1oeconom1c. -
ach1evemedt are unrelated to 1mportant 1nd1v1dual traits that may have been .
om1tted from the 1nqu1ry, 1nferences conceriing the eff1cacy of school . "qual1ty“
“are qulte l1kely to .be erroneous 4 Jencks and Brown (l975 306) acknowledge .
th1s~problem in-noting that the1r estlmate of school effacts on occupatlonal

.Status atta1nment may reflect unmeasured student d1fferences and the var1ousr
' 1stud1es by econom1sts are subJect to/the same cr1t1clsm The analyt1c pro- |
x‘}cedures employed by most econom1sts also are def1c1ent in yet another respect
Econom1sts typ1cally relate only one school resource (and often it is actually
measured at the d1str1ct or "state level), e.g., per pupil expend1tures, to’
1nd1v1dual earn1ngs ' As a consequence, the. estlmated returns to educat1onal ,,.

= expendltures are probably b1ased upward due to the omission of other school-

_level attrlbutes correlated w1th both expend1tures and earnlngs On thé
< otHer hand, if th1s effect 1s 1nterpreted as. reflect1ng the consequences of E .
,'\attend1ng d1fferent h1gh schools, or of "school quallty," as is typ1cal, it
likely is b1ased downward, s1nce the one school level character1st1c stud1ed

T1ikely will not capture all relevant school-to-school d1fferences. Upper-bound

o B . . , . 1 9 - LI .
. Ty - L . . . . .
) f L . .
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or gross estimates of the socioeconomic. consequences of attend1ng different

. high schools may be obta1ned by the method of analysis of covariance (see
Hauser, 19715 win, l976a), wh1ch is the shalytic strategy employ‘d in this
paper.2 Shian e MD purtitions the variation in varfablas inte .
Wi ofivin- and detwili-Sehool :components, we can-also assess the'impa_ct on

' socioeconomic inequality of educational resources located within-schools with-

out fear that such 1nfluences are contam1nated by school to-school differences

(see footnote l) . ; .

Sample

_ The data for this analysis are based on a national sample of youth first
studied in l955 as high school sophomores and followed up in 1970., The original
' l955 survey of almost 35 000 students, conducted by the Educational Testing -

Service, inéluded all sophomores 1n 97 schools The survey consisted of two

~

instruments a twenty 1tem test of academic apt1tude which measured bofh

14

verbal and mathemathal ab1l1ty, and a questionnaire.

W

The sample for, the 1970 follow-up consisted of 4l5l sophomores from 42
ﬁschools Usable follow-up data were obta1ned for 2077 of these students, " , .
tll30 females and 047 males Our analy51s is limited to the male subsample. -
”There were 525 men in our sample who reported havfng pursued ‘an academic
© course: “of study in either a two year communimy college or a four year. college:
| or. university, Ne 1dentify these youth as " ollege ggers W There _were 338

men who terminated their academic schooling at (or, for a very small nUmber )
i

QoA .

of. students, before) h1gh 'school. graduation. These youth constitute the

'subsample of "high school graduates," and 1nclude respondents whose post-

......

L

or non-academic coursework. Men with unknown educational attainments were‘

| -200 .t

"exgluded from'this'analysis,.‘. o . | o PR




‘Variables 15

B 1. Five background status variables are employed in th1s analys1s, except

for some miss1ng dafa est1mates, all were obta1ned from the 1970 sciwedule:

(1) mottmwr's education and (2) father's education, scaled to years of schuol1ng'

cnnplctlln (» father s occupation wh1le the respondent was in hlgh school,

eiled in the Duncan SEI scale, (4) a 13-item factor-we1ghted "acquisition"

index of posse .sions 1n the ‘respondent's household and (5) parental ingcome

' while the respondent was in high sehool or1g1nally coded in 24 1ncome

x

categor1es and rescaled 1nto dollars by assigning. the m1d -points of the
1ncome«categor1es ' '

_2.. Rel1glous background ‘was measured by an item in the l970 1nstrument
After extens1ve exper1mentat1on we decided to use two dummy var1ables rep-

resenting af"Cathol1c" background and a "Jew1sh" background Because so few

' respondents from‘SEWTsﬁ“bacEgrounds d1d not enter college, h1s'variable is ;

. not employed 1n the analys1s of high school graduates

-

A

3. Academ1c apt1tudé was measured w1th the 20-1tem test ment1oned above
and was adm1n1stered1by ETS dur1ng ‘the l955 survey oo 7 E'5’ ;
o B )

-5 An 1ndex of perce1ved peer college or1entat1ons was constructed by

summlng responses to two items from the. 1955 quest1onna1re, one tapp1ng the

N college plans of the fr1énd the respondent most l1ked and the other reportrng

the proport1on of peer assoc1ates attend1ng or plann1ng to attend college

"-5. Two 1nd1qa¢ors of the 4nfluence of adult s1gn1f1cant others were :

E obta1ned from the l95§ schedule . One item perte1ned to school personnel and

asked “To what extent have you- dlscussed go1ng to College w1th the teachers v

* .

or guidance counselors (adVISors) 1n~your school’“ Another item, comparably .

worded perta1ned to parents. The response categories for both 1tems were

v,

"not at all " “some," and “qu1te a lot " jf g""'»v”ﬁﬂ

v,

. re onses were tr1chotomlzed 1nto'"college goers,f “p0551ble college-goers,"

-college -goers. " S f.,“‘”v '? }.'

oY . I R
A e S .
f . - : PR
s . .

6. Edﬂ!at1onal expectatlons were ascertained from the l955 schedule and -

<



__._7. Different indicators of occupat1ona1 aspiration are employed for the

o]]ege-goers and for the high school graduates though both are based on the

o

..same item from the 1955 survey. For co]]ege-goers,-occupational aspiration is
assigned SEI scores. «For high'school graduates, however, we employ a dummy
K variable representino aspiration for a professional.or nanagerial occupation.
- Pre]iminary work revealed that for h1gh school- graduates the simple d1st1nc-
. tion between high status asp1rat1ons and 1esser goa]s captures the re1evant

motivationa] content of such expressed amb1t1ons

R 8. Academic se]f—image is a factor we1ghted scale constructed from n1ne
se1f-eva1uat1on items 1n the 1970 schedu]e dealing w1th high school performance
and proﬁﬁems such as “I usua11y did a bit more than the teacher requ1red“--

and "] wasn 't ab]e to concentrate on what I read.”

',:'9, \Sen1or year curr1cu1um enro]]ment obtalned from the 1070 schedu]e, -

1s measured by two dummy var1ab1es, "cpl]ege curr1cu1um" and “vocatlonal-

: commerc1a1 curr1cu1um'" . . .

4

- 10. Mathemat1cs and science coursework was ascerta1ned‘é9 summing re--

sponses to ‘two items contained in the 1970 quest1onna1re, which asked how

A )

many semesters of ‘mathematics and science were taken wh11e in h1gh schoo]

. Senior c1ass stand1ng 1s based on a qu1nt11e rank1ng obtained from
*. v . . A
- princ1pals 1n 1969 ' : g . oA

- " " . . xAr:a .

]2. Educat1ona1 atta1nment was orig1na11y reported as cert1f1ca£10n level
(highest degree obta1ned) and subsequently recoded into years of schooﬂ1ng o

comp]eted‘ There is no var1ance in the educatrona] atta1nment for high school
1‘
- graduates, hence, 1t 1s not employed in the ana1yses for th men. - ‘*:

[ .
i . -
A : *.

w ) ) o . P
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1
.l3. hcademic self-concept.in college is a three item.factor~weighted
” scale.' The ttems pertained”toiperceived élfficulty in “learning how to

study",and in "keeping up with my grades" and to “lack of_adequate,preparation
-(in.high school) " | .

14. Grade po1nt average in college was obtaTnod from the 1970 schedule.
A ten category precoded scale was prov1ded with categories rang1ng from “A or
A+" to "D or less" in half grade 1ntervals A substant1al,number of college‘j

dropouts failed to provide cumulative GPA's, probably thinking that this item |

d1d not perta1n to them, but d1d provide "term1nal year“ GPA's which also n
were requested ‘When non- -respondents reported only three semesters or less
of college_ enrollment the average of freshman year and terminai year GPA's " -
was used as an approx1maf10n~for cumulat1ve GPA ' |
- L l5. An 1ndex of the respondent S academlc honors 1n college was calcu-
'lated by summ1ng responses to a quest1on in the l970 1nstrument*ask1ng, “D1d
| you ever rece1ve any of the follow1ng academ1c awards or honors as an under-,
-graduate? (CTrcle as many as apply) ", N1ne types of honors er awards .“

~ were listed, _ranging from "Dean’'s L1st" and "Ph1 Beta Kappa" to "graduatlon

1w1th‘honors (cum, magna’, summa) " L
16. College major was taken from the l970 quest1onna1re Individuals
" who did not. report the1r major as a "sen1or," or during the1r "last year," °
'"dwere ass1gned the1r 1ntended freshman year maJor After extens1ve exper1men-‘
tatnon w1th a var1ety of coding schemes “we” dec1ded to employ the fo-low1ng :
'dummy vartables eng1neer1ng major andvbus1ness maJor Roughly 40 percenI
- of our college goers reported their maJor as one of" these categor1es ‘

¢

17. College selectivity scores, indexing the qual1ty of the c0|leges
e e

\)‘ K . A ! : ’ . .,'.. oo : . K * ~
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| attended by these:rgspondents, were assigned,to‘the last undergraduate,insti-'
tution.atfended'b; the respondent using Astin‘s_Estimated'SelectiVity Level
Index.3 In the event that information on terminal year institution was un-
available, wé,used the selectivity of the respondent's first undergraduate
institution. Selectivity is defined as "the total.number;of highly able
students who want to enroll at the college divided”by'the“number of freshmen _
admitted. Thus,lthe greater the number of these bright students who apply,
relative to the number admitted, the more 'selective’ the 1nstitution can be"
(Astin, 1965. 55). A sizeable number of respondents attended either Junior
colleges or four year institutions which Were not includediin-Astin's'rankel
’ing; conseouently;‘selectivity scores could not be directly assigned in-these
"cases._ Average aptitude. scores w1th1n'college selectivity categories w1th1n
‘our sample were used to determine the placement of these non-coded types on
~'the Astin scale.:‘See-Aleuander and Eckland (1977) for more detail nn this
n'estimation procedure. o ' : T : - R '
- 18. Occupational»attainment in. l970 was indexed by the Duncan SEI scale.'
‘l9. Annual earnings (as of l969) were ascertained from “the l970 quest-
.. lonnaire in a manner 1dent1cal to that discussed above for parental income. v
We occa51onally employ other variables for control purposes~—or to
”elaborate on a particular discu551on ‘~These 1nclude regional location and
the degree of urbanization of the respondent s l935 and 1970 re51dences status
"and aptitude comp051tions of -high schools and several post-schooling training

1

activities and/work experiences, 1nclud1ng annual hours worked. In order

”to/ieep a rather complex de51gn and an elaborate model from becoming even more _

.unwieldy, these results are discussed where necessary, "but not presented

A

4 . K ' e : . . S




- School-to-School Differenices f.

Results

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and proportfons.of variance_

.lying between hlgh schools for the variables employed in thisfanalysis.

L o TABLE 1 HERE

Generally, the amount of between-school variance in these measures is quite
comparable to other estimates (e.g., Heyns, 1974; Hauser,'l97l;'Hauser, Sewell,

.

and Alwin, 1976; Alexander and McDxll l976)

In Table 2, we present est1mates of the contributions of schools (1ncluded ‘
in the regression equat1ons as'a set of 41 dummy~var1ables) to occup$t1onal

status and earn1ngs for high school:grid:;tks before and after controlling

for the remaining var1ables in Figure 1 (see above) In these analyses, as ‘in .

”all that. follow, b1var1ate data present subsamples are employed The reSults

N

v'for lqstW1se deleted samples were qu1te comparable throughout unless otherwise ;'.

noted. - ' \

TABLE 2 HERE

o . I

Roughly 15 percent of the var1ance in occupat1onal status s 51tuat\\

>

-between schools (row 1). 4 Controll1ng status and rel1g1ous or1g1ns and’aca--‘l

- demic apt1tude reduces ‘this effect by e-fl\th to 11.9 percent (row 2), wh1ch

hardly is affected by the add1t1onal controls 1ntroduced in later equat1ons .

(see rOwWs 3 through 5). Net of: a var1ety of 1nd1v1dual level var1ables then,

. 1nclud1ng socwal background ab1l1ty, and academ1c exper1ences and performances,

secondary s¢hool d1fferences unlquely account for an add1t1onal ll percent

0f the. var1ance in occupat1onal status attainment for high school graduates

‘School- to-sc1ool d1fferences thus appear qu1te 1nfluent1al 1n S1tuating high

o

school graduates in the occupat1onaA status h1erarchv

" . o - I
o ) ' - 45 oL \ e



*aontributioniof high school differences to- occupational status attainments by

D>

20 . R

Even more impre§sive statistics are observed for annual earnings dif-

- ferenttals. Nineteen percent of the variance\gn this dimenSion of labor

' market success lies between schools (row 1). Controlling for the remaining

variables Has little effect on. this estimate of "school effect.ﬁ Fully la 5
percent (or 4 7 percent ‘after correcting for degrees of freedom) of the vari-'

‘ance in the earnings of terminal high school graduates lS accounted for by

-t

secondary school differences even after controlling foraall other variables o }'f

-in our ‘model, including;octupational achievement This represents 82 percent

of the entire variance sitbated'between schools. In fact, secondary school
differences niguely account for almost two-thirds of the variance in economic

achievement which is explained by all of the variables Oboth within and be-'u
r ~,“ .

tween school) included in our "high school" 1 (R 248)

years, high, §thools have a pronounced impact on’ t e.occupational and especially,

..’ i

‘ economic successes of those students who do not go oncto college. These school

effetts, moreover, rival in impirtance achievement-related personal character-‘hfl

N\,

istics., It is poSSible, of course, that our estimates are nflated owing to

the negle&t of relevant indiVidual level attributes or community or regional

"characteristics which are. correlated-with both secondary school quality and

N

career attainments but our controls on background characteristics and'school

. \ i

l . -

fin\tab]esb for a number of post school labor market actiVities, including

sell‘ ""reported sources of Job training, annual hours worked and worf experience,

i for regiona] differences (i e. s place of residence as measured by dummy
i

variablés distinguishing the Northeast North Central and Western regions and

”large towns and metropolitan areas for both l955 and l970) reduce the unique [

only about 2 percent and barelyuaffect the estimates for earnings lhus,

- .
. . .
(% ‘:‘

AR o . %8

fexperiences are quite extenSive a Moreover, additional controls (not/reported ”L,

A

. The data presented in Table 2 suggest that eve' after a period of fifteen %ﬂ~

'/



’ the 1nfluence of secondary schools or socloeconom1c ach1evements are not ap- :

-

preciably affeotedaby (1) extra-school1ng "1nvestments in human cap1tal "o

(2) the respondent s place of re51dence in 1970, or (3) either the size of.

the commun1ty‘on~ngg1on of the coyptry 1n wh1ch the responaent B secondqry

s

school was . located 5 o a ('

!‘f-fx

In Table 3, we present the gross and net contr1but1ons of schools to th

variance 1n these labor market‘outcomes for college goers Con51der f1rst

occupat1onal status Less var1ance in th1s d1mensxon of career ach1evement
»——*1s situated between schools for college goers than for h1gh school graduates

(about nine and fifteen percent respect1vely) Add1tionally, the net
. %
between school 3%r1ance, as suggested by our "high school" model, is markedly
4

TABLE 3 HERE'

2
L ] N

lower for those students who obta1n at least some college. For example,

. PR s o — et e

A

- controls - for background character1st1cs and school process var1ables reduce

the effect of schools to 4. 7% (row 5). Th1s compares to ll percent for h1gh
.school graduates (row 5, Table 2). Controls for the educat1onal atta1nments

"of these workers (row 6) reduce this f1gure st1ll further, to 3 3 percent .

1l(or Q% after adJustments for loss of degrees of freedom) Thus educat1onal

atta1nmeﬁt wh1ch itself is moderately affected by school d1fferences (see * L

%

footnote 6), is one of the mechan1sms by wh1£h schools affect occupat1onal -

- v » -

status Further controls for post- secondary educat1onal experiences, 1nclud1ng '

1?

-

‘.colJege select1v1ty, do not reduce’ this : "net“'estTmate apprec1ably (row 9).

H1gh schools then do not appear to be markedly 1nfluent1al in: the occupa-

t1onal status ach1evements of coﬁlege-goers, regardless of whether or not post-

[
1

'secondary educatqonal exper1ences are- controlled

L]

© e

Annual earnings, on the other hand, are much mqre sen51t1ve to school -

~

,d1fferences, even for these relat1vely h1ghly educated workers About l7 4

A percent (10. 4% adJusted for degrees of freedom) of the var1ance in earn1ngs .

v .
.

'of college-goers is smtuated between high schools (row l, Table 3), but this




_iS'feduCed to slightly over .10 percent after controlling only status and
' religious backgrounds and academic-aptitude Additional controls for the

school process var}ables (rows 3-5), years “of scnooling completed*frow-&f——————-

' and occupational status &row 7)s further reduce the net between school variance

only slightly, to 9.3 percent (or 2, 8%~after adJustments for loss of degrees
"“of freedom) Secondary school differences, then, do appear to be modestly
.important in creating inequalities in the economic attainments of workers
«with at least some college education, even after controlling for various
pcollege characterisgics, experienc\s\and attainments (row 10). Finally,
controlling for the respondent s,.1955 and 1970 place of residence and post-
;‘schooling Job experiences discussed above scarcely affects (by less than

5%) this estimate of the net effect of secondary schools, a finding already

'*“observed—for~high school qraduates - - — — _»sm»llw_;'._e,,,,&ﬁ;g

‘ " We hypothesized above that socioeconomic consequences of secondary school
differences should be more pronounced for workers who terminate their formal
schooling with high school graduation The data presented in Tables 2 and 3
support this'propositﬁon'm:Moreover, since college expEriences~are largely

‘f-independent q£ high school differences, these differential secondary school

’ effects do not reflect merely secondary school differences in the 1ikelihood

f\of their graduates attending more or less selective colleges or. of their '

having qualitatively‘different experiences and atta.nments in college._

. ~

- .

* Within-School Effects . | _' .

*

4—4————6ust%asﬁwith}the_between=%cbpol analVSis. the within school results th0ugh

- somewhat mixed,—generally are~ptn§istent with our expectations Tables 4 5

: and 6 present the within school regreSSion slopes for the two student groups 7

Only aspirations for a high status white collar JOb and scientific and mathe-

matics coursework p05itively affect the poSitioning of high school graduates

o s




- in the<occupational,status hierarchy (panel A).?

" TABLE 4 HERE

' The.pos1t1ve consequences of career ambition are not part1cu1ar1y surprising
f-(e g., Sewell: and Hauser, 1975). That coursework enhances occupat1ona1 ’
achievement may, however, shed some 11ght on_how school1ng actually affects
'v'adult 1abor market success § . Employers are un11ke1y to know about such coursee 3
workA-except,perhaps.1nd1rect1y through educationai certification,-which is'
. constant for these‘men or secondary school differences, which are'statfstic-
_ally controlled--and therefore, are un11ke1y to reward Jjob 1ncumbents simply
for hav1ngtaken such courses It does appear, then, that at feast these . g

school experiences enhance Job -related sk1lls or attitudes a f1nd1ng more

consistent with the "product1v1ty“ (e g . M1ncer, 1974) or "att1tud1na1“’ '

x»

S (e g » Bowles and G1nt1s, 1976 G1ntls, 1971) hypotheses than w1th the "screening“
- 1nterpretatlon of school and school1nq effects on market Success (e g., Berg,.
1970)." we also note that ‘neither occupat1ona1 asp1ratlons nor c0ursework affects
the occupat1ona1 success of:college- go1ng men (see Table 5), thus support1ng, in
'part our thes1s that h1gh,school based factors are more 1mportant for h1gh

schodl graduates

1.

-TABLE 5 HERE - | 'j_ | | SR

' Turn1ng next to the earn1ngs of h1gh ‘school graduates (Table 4 Panel B),

;e
"‘.

: the only s1gn1f1cant determ1nants ‘of econom1c atta1nments are teacher contact

h1gh school academ1c track . and occupat1ona1 status (class rank, reg1ster1ng

a standar1zed effect of 099 falls Just short of convent1ona1 levels’ of statisti-, :

“cal sign1f1cance) Nhl]e the item tapp1ng teacher and counse]or 1nf1uence asked

“

b
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specifically about "going to college, 1t might possibly 1ndex ‘more general
—_teacher_and_counselounmgmts_and,mﬂuences as well. Interestmgly. 1t

© is not teacher 1nfluences which affect the subsequent earn1nqs ach1evemEnts of

,~col|ege-goers but parental supports (see Table 6) For h1gh schoolvgrad-=
'uates ‘on the other hand, parental 1nfluences are trlvial (Table 4). Aga1n,
we must note that. wh1le the quest1on measur1ngfgarental encouragement ref-

I'fered to educational outcomes, 1ts 1mportance here~may reflect other k1nds of
1nfluences or mot1Vat1ons which we have not measured d1rectﬂy \

He think it 1mportant that. for college goers, parents are important

sources of interpersonal 1nfluence, while for h1gh'school graduates it {s”

L

'school personnel who predom1nate. This, of course, is cons1stent w1th our

/

' assumpt1on that secondary school 1nfluences are more consequent1al in the o

socioeconom1c"careers of high school graduates than in the_careers of - .,"
:‘college-goers Newnote also'the large'differences, in the expected direction,'
in the econom1c benef1ts of high school academ1c performance (STAND) for the
'two groups 0ther notable d1fferences between the two groups are the smaller
economic benef1ts accruing to occupat1onal rank and the larger status origin
(especially parental 1ncome) and rel1g1ous background 1nfluences on-annual
earnings among COllege goers. Only for coilege- goers, then, does there
appear to be any apprec1able "1nher1tance" of earn1ngs and other status
advantages and l1ab1l1t1es ' L - _ :' . g '
_ Such 1ntergenerat1onal transm1ss1on of parental income or wealth was
. observed earl1er 1n these (Alexander, Eckland, and. Gr1ff1n, ]975 Gr1ff1n,
l976 ) and the w1scons1n data (Sewell and Hauser, l975 Alw1n, 1976b), and. .

~ has been the subject of much LonJecture (Bowles, 1972), but the f1nd1ng has

.
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yet.to}be "explajned” (in a,statistical sense) _fhe-data presented in Tahde 6 -
R offer at'least a partia] expianation Controls for post secondary educationa]
) experiences reduce the parenta] 1ncome coeff1c1ent by about a fourth from
098 to .077 (compane column 9 w1th columns 5 and 7) Youth from high 1ncome

fami11es tend to enroll in more select co]]eges and have a somewhat greater

-

0

probab111ty of pursu1ng a bus1ness-re1ated maJor (perhaps a proxy for 1ncome

aspirat1ons--see Freeman,~1976) wh11e 1n co]ﬂeqe (not shown) Col]ege se]ec-

2

tivity and college major are thus the only apprec1ab1e med1ators of parenta]

1ncome effects 1dent1f1ed in our mode] A1w1n (1976b A1w1n Hauser and Sewe]]
1975) also found co]]eqe d1fferences to account for a smaJl amount (6%) of ‘the
1mpact of parenta] 1ncome 1n the Wisconsin data Our ana]ysis reproduces thJs

-

resu]t, and suggests as well that the acqu1s1t1on of job- re]ated sk1lls in

—*—eellegev—thfeugh—ene~s—ee%4ege—maaer-—may—a#so—serve~tosma1nta1n soc1oeconom1c~*—f

fnequa11t1es across generat1ons, a]be1t on1y to a modest degree (wh11e the
structura] est1mate of parenta] income is not. s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferenf from

zéro, th1s, of course, 1s part]y a function of our re]at1ve1y small sample

>

_size), - ' _f ' o o ;. | L .
We consider, fina]ly; the'impact of Teve] of education and coliege
>: experiences on socipecononiic ach1evement among college- goers Each year of
educa*lon yeilds a status payoff _ of about 2 9 points (Tab]e 5, column 7) and
1s worth $111 dnnLally <Table 6 co]umn 6), of wh1ch about $91 (or 82%) is .

the d1rect effect of edlcat1ona1 attainment w1th1n 1evels of occupatlonal

I3

10 .
status (co]umn 7) Th1s statistic- iricreases to over $200 annually after we

__contnol_ior_a_var4et7 of—Jabor—market—e*perfences—and—traTn1ng—act1v11n15r————‘

(not shown), most of which are negatively correlated with educat1ona1 aftainment

-~
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(the longer one. stays 1n school the less opportunity he has to acqu1re market

»

¢

exper1ence, Gr1ff1n, 1978). College select1v1ty reg1sters only m1ndr
¢
1nfluences on occupat1onal status (Table 5, column‘ﬁ) and earn1ngs (Table 6,

\

kY

column AR even in the absence<of controls for secondary school d1fferences
(not shown) Data l1m1tat1ons preclude our evaluat1ng the effects of any other

cOIlege character1st1cs, and because of th1s we probably are underest1mat1ng

‘ the 1mportance of all college d1ffer“nces (e g " Alwin, l976b Solmon and”

Toa

_Hachtel, 1975) _
i Although college select1v1ty Jhas l1ttle impact on the labqr market outcomes

<

of these men, ‘some college exper1ences and outcomes do fac1l1tate occupat1onal

1

and -economic atta1nments Academic performance in college, for examplf:‘

'51gn1f1cantly affects occupational status (Table 5, column 7), whi le maJor1ng )
___1n_bu51ness_or_engjneer1ng y1elds,substantlal_earn1ngs returns, net: of occu-

patlonal pos1t1on - Independent of a multiplicity of other factors,_lncludnng

cecondary school d1fferences and college "qual1ty" (as measured by select1V1ty), ,

[

certa1n postsecondary schooling mechan1sms thus affect both the placement of

men - 1n high status jobs - (academ1L performance) and subsequently, econom1c A

Y

fatta1nments (college maJor) , e ™

. . - .
3 s : . . - -

ST
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS Co . _ E L.

Advanced cap1tal1st soc1et1es, characterlzed as they are by a mer1tocrat1c

.1 .
\

.t

‘:state 1deology, a knowledge 1nten51ve market economy, the ‘ethos of oroduc- o

&

:tt1v1ty and eff1c1ency, and StrUCtured soc1al 1nequal1ty, place extens1ve and.

. n

—possibly contrad1ctory demands—upon—+ts—formal educat1onal 1nst1tut1ons Schools

are chartered not only to socialize youth- into general adult rolés but also to

"
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‘1dent1fy and subsequently train adolescents for what are thought to be the1r .

appropr1ate work careers Add1t1ona]ly, schools are one--and poss1bly the most

_1mportant--arena in which econom1cally hand1capped youth are thought~tofacqu1re

.economic requ1rements are~su1tably met ' The 1nst1tut1onal m1ssions of formal

the cogn1t1ve and noncogn1t1ve sk1lls necessary for them. to escape tlelr d1s-

advantaged status or1g1ns (Coleman et al 1966) The soc1al organlzat1on of -

.schooling, thus, 1deally 1s structured S0 as to fac1l1tate 1nd1v1dual ach1evement

while, s1multaneously, ensur1ng that late cap1tal1sm s social, pol1t1cal, and

LR Y

" education thus are w1de-rang1ng,\and perhaps mutually antogn1st1c

w

3 Thus, to the extent that any one obJect1ve of school1nq assumes paramount

1mportance, other 1nst1tut1onal goals may be sl1ghted or act1vely subverted

Marx1sts bel1eve that schools are not neutral agenc1es in the clashes ‘among

d1fferent status and econom1c groups but are, 1n fact vehlcles to be used

by the dom1nant classes to reproduce the preva1l1ng cap1tal1st order (Bowles,

l972 1977; Bowles and Gintis, l973 1976). Late cap1tal*§ﬂ¥ it is argued

reQu1res a wgll d15c1pl1ned mot1vated and "product1ve” labor force and the - -
soc1al relations of educat1on are assumed to produce prec1sely these qual1t1es
in students Hence, schools- do not "l1berate" the1r clients from their pasts
(i. e., the .goal of soc1al mob1l\ty) but rather prepare them t05assume the1r )

"proper"'place in soc1ety S strat1f1cat1on system Surely, though, not all

»

"strateg1es of school organization are equally eff1cac1ous for d1scharg1ng these

I

. prescr1bed m1551ons yet,,as we noted in the Introduct1on almost two decades of

: cross-d15c1p11nary research 'has failed to produce compell1ng ev1dence that schools

actually perform the ends attr1buted to them by either Marx1sts or funct1onal1sts



%
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‘We argued-in thjsﬁpapér, however, tnat limitations of the accumulated
literature on, schooling and social stratification are such that it would be

- . . . . »

‘ premature to draw f1rm conclus1ons on these matters Four majdr problem areas
.“were 1dent1f1ed in th1s research (l) over-rel1ance on purely quant1tat1ve -
.”_1nd|ces of exposure to schooling (1 e., years of school1ng completed), (2) the
' student outcomes typ1cally evaluated (e.g., test performance)'(3) ‘the near .
.“exclus1ve concern with school-to-school d1fferences and the attendant pauc1ty '
of research on the 1mpact of w1th1n school resources, and (4) the use of und1f-
s

: ferent1ated student populat*ons a pract1ce wh1ch may obScure the 1mportance of

-'school1ng for adult socioeconomic_ success and in transm1tt1ng 1nequal1ty from

Q ] P
, generat1on to generat1on :

We- attempted to redress-some of these def1c1enc1es in assess1ng school

' effects on soc1oeconom1c 1neqyal1ty We conclude that qual1tat1ve var1at1ons
in the educat1onal process der1v1ng both from d1fferences betmeen schools and
f;from alloca,1ve mechan1sms and educat1onal exper1ences w1th1n them, do, Hin fact,

have important soc1oeconom1c consequences for men early 1n-theJr labor-force
careers and that such school effects?may be more or less pronounced for selected
groups of students. The finding that’the socioeconomic suceess of'terminal
_'h1gh school graduates is con51derably more respon51ve to character1st1cs of
:the1r secondary schools and to exper1ences there1n than 1s that of college goers
"may have espec1ally 1mportant 1mpl1cat1ons both for our apprec1at1on of how '
school organ1zatmon affects strat1f1cat1on outcomes and more generally, for‘
'-the conduct of future school .effects research Our successfully hav1ng drawn
"upon the. 1mpl1cat1ons of w1dely aecepted theor1es from labor econom1cs to

1dent1fy outcomes and youth part1cu1arly respons1ve to var1atrons in school
<

A

o . | ; ' 34 :




v _ o g\‘
organizat1on ard exper1ences suggests that the search for “unusuamly effect1ve—.
schools" (Kl1tgaard and Hall l975) m1ght prof1tably be complemented by

‘theoret1cally 1nformed searches for espeC1ally sens1t1ve student pbpulat1ons
'-.The customary conduct of school effects - research, 1n 1mpl1c1tlyassum1ng un1form1t3
| of 1mpact may actually mask quwte substantial consequences of var1at1ons ln
| school organ1zat1on and qual1ty for selected.students Thus EVen the generally
negative conclu51ons rev1ewed e=rl1er regard1ng school 1mpact on subjectlve out-—-

_;;comes,,arAdemlc perfbrmance and educatlonal atta1nment may mer1t recon51derat1on

We see at least fbur further 1mp11cat1ons of th1s study F1rst, arguments
which purport to expla1n that portfon of the 1nequal1ty in earnings not
accounted ‘for by. trad1t1onal "status atta1nment" var1ables (e.q. » soc1al
or1g1ns, ab1l1ty. educat1onal atta1nment occupat1onal status) by the use
of such nebulous and unsat1sfactory concepts as "luck" (e g . Jencks et al.

7 l972) are, at least in part, 1ncorrect For both groups of men stqued here,
high school d1fferences are quite 1mportant in explaining their d1fferent1al

1

econom1c ach1evements This is not to imply that random d1sturbances are -

of no: consequence, indeed, they are, especially for men early in thair soc1o-

econom1c careers (e.g., M1ncer, l974) Nor are we suggest1ng that career

attalnments espec1ally earnlﬁqs are predom1nantly determ1ned by educat1onal c'?
exper1ences and cert1f1cat1on, for clearly most of the var1ance in earnings |
M1s orthogonal to the secondary and post secondary schooling processes measured
. here. Hence our results suggest that both Marx1sts and funct1onal1sts may
oferstate the l1nkage between educat1onal and social strat1f1cat1on He are
arguing, however, that researchers should assess the 1mpact on career-atta1nments

of .2 variety of -qualitative var1at1ons in the educat1onal exper1ence (not to

>
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mention labor market conditions and exper1ences) before resort1ng to the use’
of such catchalls as l'luck" or "personal1ty " |

. Second Duncan s (1969: l04) argument in behalf of simple quantitative~
measures of educat1onal attalnment ("Infer1or [school] qual1ty at any one level
of "the school system is likely to result 1n impaired chances of proceed1ng to ‘,.

the.next.level Hence, school years completed has, partly bu1lt into it a

'"-—1ﬂfrrelat1on w1th qualtjy"), while plaus1ble and undoubtedly correct, “cannot

B just1fy the exclus1on of direct .measures of school "qual1ty" in earnings
funct]ons. l'll_th_ough_ the quantity and quahty__ of schooling arecorrelated,. R

“ they are-conceptually and empirically distinct lhe consequences of this~

| ohservation are two‘fold On the one hand to exclude school to-school d1f-
ferences from ach1evement models results in underest1mat1ng the " 1nfluence of

ﬂ "schooJ1ng"-1n its most general sense. For example. we found for college-qoers'

that, net’ ofgyears of schooling. completed h1gh school d1fferences reg1stered an

_ 1mportant 1mpact on earn1ngs On the other hand to ,assume that educat1onal

- atta1nment is 1tself a proxy for school qual1ty, and thus to exclude school

d1fferences from earn1ngs funct1ons for this reason, may lead to "severe b1ases

1n our est1mates of th efficacy of 1nd1v1dua1-level resources. Our data

_ suggest for example, that thls is of cruc1al importance for correctly estimating
cthe effects of soc1al or rel1gous backgrounds on adult” atta1nment since these

var1ables are more trongly correlated with secondary school differences than

are w1th1n school resources 12

Third, 1nsofar as sch ols and school1ng mechanﬂsms are implicated in the |

reproduct1on of socioeconomic 1nequal1ty from generat1on to generation (e. g 3

Bowles, 1972, l377;vBowles and Gintis, 1976; Gintis, 1971), attention should be




!

devoted to oost-secondarv educat10nal 1nst1tut1ons and to the d1fferent1al
access to and ut1l1¢at1on of resources located w1th1n them. Qur results sug-—-
gest that these mechan1sms both enhance career ach1evements and transmit: some

of the benefits assoc1ated with advantaged soc1al -origins. Fourth _our f1nd1ng

.

that educat1onal cert1f1cat1on (i.e., level of schoolrng) 1nteracts with several
¢

other var1ables in our analys1s squests that soc1oeconom1c ach1evement processes -
may not be uniform even foi an age- homogeneous sample of wh1te men (rac1al and
' gender differences in these processes of eourse, are well documented, e.g., .

mrTre1man and Terrell l975) We have d1scussed the 1mpl1cat1ons of only one

such: poss1ble compl1cat1on, but ach1evement processes also may d1ffer by class

: ,posit1on (Wr1ght and Perrone, l977), labor market sector (Gordon, l972),

occupation (Stolzenberq, l975), and otherfsoc1al aggregates Such d1f1erences

must be more thoroughly understood before we can securely generalize about .

"“the processes'govern1ng soc1oeconom1c success

F1nally, in assess1ng “our own effort we bel1eve th1s inquiry 1mportant
| not only for the conclus1ons we have offered but as well and perhaps more
s1gn1f1cantly so, in 1ts fram1nq ah agenda for explor1ng (1) the 1mpact of school B
d1fferences and W1th1n school processes on the labor market careers of men

(and, hopefully, women as well in future research) d1ffer1ng in levels of ed- .
ucational’ cert1fjcat1on and (2) how such_d1verse educat1onal experiences
function.to:reproducesocial inequalities over time. Certa1nly our- analys1s is

' not unflawed? The small sizées of our samples the1r known b1ases, the relat1vely
few schools represented in our data, the crud1ty of many of our measures’ “and-

the unava1lab1l1ty of others- that might have beén des1red all d1ctate that our

\f,\;,
results be used'caut1ously and be con51dered tentat1ve We therefore urge other

researchers to collect and/or analyze better data to e1ther support or d1sprove'

L. . ':‘5‘
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our cone1usions. Our intehtioh in this papér has not been to provide“definitive
answers, but, rather, to prov1de enough emp1r1cal ev1dence to st1mu1ate the
1nterest and thought of others and to avpid premature closure on relat1onsh1ps

between social origins, “schools“ and socioeconomic 1nequal1ty 1n American .

society.

I
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Footnotes

-« T. While several studies'have'estimated the importance of school-based social_'

- \

supports and 1nterpersonal resources for soc10econom1c achlevements (Sewel; o
and Hauser, ‘1975; Sewell, Haller, and Portes, l969 Alexander, Eckland and
Griffln, l975' Alwin, 1974), none 1nsodo1ng has controlled for secondany

‘m

. scheol d1fferences If schools do, in fact, affect labor market benav1or, -"”

school d1fferences mist be taken 1nto account or 1nferences about within-

"school (or 1nd1v1dual) processes may be m1slead1ng,.the counterpart of the L
school effects "fallacy" (Alw1n, l976a) Add1t1onally, none of these studies

- ,cons1ders whether the labor market consequences of school expor1ences vary

“ for students with different levels of 'educational cert1f1cat1or We discuss
the»potential 1mportance of these 1nteractlons as our f1nal point 1n the ' g
1ntroduct1on t | |

‘2 .The techn1cal details of the analy51s of covar1aﬁce and of its application

s

. to the study of school effects are developed thoroughly in the references iz

cited. ‘The procedure presumes homogene1ty of regression w1th1n schools a

cond*t1on which we have not formally evaluated in the data used in the oresent

project. We feel Just1f1ed in assum1ng such,’ however, in that.no project

£

which has tested for school 1nteractlons of thls sort has obtalned substant1vely

1nterpretable d1fferences (Alexander and McD1ll l976 Alexander, Cook and

PR

McD1ll l978 Hauser, 1971 Hauser, Sewell and-Alwin, 1976 Heyns, 1974)

3. Evidence bearlng on the assumpt1on that "select1v1ty" 1ndexes college
"quality" nay be ‘found in Alw1n (l974) and Solmon (1975). Based on data -
presented by Solmon (\975) we_calculate that the average correlatlon between
- selectivity and eight -other. college attr1butes all of whﬂch are presumed to -

-
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; tap institutiona] qua]1ty, is .693. . The nin& attributes are: average s. A T. -
> verbal scores; average, 'S:A. T mathemat1cs scores, average facu]ty‘salary, ;
per~student departmenta] expend1tures bas1c income per student bas1c exnend1-

'ftures per student, overall Gourman rat1ng, and Gourman atadem1c rating A

-8

" (SoTaon, 1975: 543). S R

4. Unless . otherw1se noted; f1gures have not. been correctéd for ]oss of

7

» degrees of freedom due to the number of schoo] dummy var1ab]es used 1n,the

ana]ys1s (4]) Since our’ pr1mary .purpose is to 1dent1fy potent1a]]y 1mportantj

2,

. sources of school influences, adJusted R"'s would be,extreme]y conservat1ve. RS

1 Y ‘ 'F\
These, neverthe]ess, are ment1onedboccass1ona1]y For the benef1t of 1nterested

readers. “The adJusted R2 heré would be 3.2 percent a

5. Unforcdnately, we have pract1ca1]y no 1nformat1on ava11ab]e on the a**ua]- '

N,

1-character1st1cs of these schooIS' Hence, we cannot adequately pursue wNat

'_spec1f1ca1]y it is .about them tha m1ght accOunt for the1r 53C1oeconom1c-

consequences We can,. however, repo,t that two commonly stud1ed contextual

-a

_variables, student body status and. ao111ty compos1t1ons, account for very
0\

: 11tt1e of th1s between school -attainment variance (about e1ght and s1xteen 'J

percent for earn1ngs and occupatlona] status, respect1vely) Th1s app]les >

- to qur results for co]]ege goers as well. '_‘.,_:: S st
) B ) - - ™ /\
6. One reason for the'Jes er importance of secondary schoo] d1fferences}for

A
L)

the career atta1nments of 4r??ege men is due to the fact that h1gh schoo]s L
_ modestly contribute to the probab111ty that a studeht w111 enter co]]ege :'4 1}'
We est1mate that for the total sample of EEO men, rough]y ]3 5 percent of T 4
the var1ance in co]]ege entry is s1tuated between secondary schoo]s After ‘ -
: contro]]1ng for -those background ab1]1ty, and schoo] process var1ab]es

' presented in F1gure 1, however, secondary school d1fferences exp]a1n on]y

2 2 percent (unadJusted%sgf the var1ance 1n co]]ege entry

v
£

a




}.interacted w1th college dropout versus college graduate status Neithen,the .'

. .
~ . s

v‘iZ He conSidered the poSSibility that, for college-goers these variables

\

_overall increment to R2 nor. any Single 1qteraction term was significant at

the .05 level This was observed whether or: not we controlled for secondary

school differences " For this test, we analyzed those respondents for whom

fwe had complete data on all variables included in the analySis

_the analySis based on pairWise present\data suggests that this tracking

4

S ., ‘*)

™

)

- 8‘ The only reSpect in which the results from listWise present and pairWise

present subsamples are not comparable involves the . effect’ of vocational

: curriculum on annual earnings of high school graduates As Table 4 shows, :~

: variable axerts no direct influence on occupational status or earnings
AnalySis Wlth the listWise present subsample -(N= l3l) indicates, ‘however, that

. vocational curriculum enrollment does enhance earnings (oVer $l000 annually)

Thus, for a ery select group of terminal high school graduates, this dimension

of academic differentiation appears relevant for career achievements The -

| 'ambiguity in our results, therefore, precludes our draw1ng any concluSions

garding the soCioeconomic»consequences of vocational tracking. | o
9. We have no»satisfactory ekplanation for the. significant negative earnings
returns to college tracking for our “high school graduates and we know of - no’

o

other study which has examined the effect of this variable for youth who did _

not subsequently enter college Taken*at face value, ‘the coefficient suggests .
._that, for youth who do not- go on to college, the skills or attitudes learned

7iin a college curriculum are actually negatively evaluated by employers «a finding

‘not’ inconSistent with. the theSis proferred by Bowles and Gintis (l976) con-

cerning the attitudinal prerequiSites necessary for work in lower-status

. )

occupations. ' o '.J‘ | By ‘- : ' o
!f d . . . . | ° » ‘ . . N \,. (‘
" %f B o - |
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-occupational status and earn1ngs nonl1nearly by employing a ser1es of cat--

i 'egorical yarlables representlng levels: of post high school educat1onal cers

fﬁ”Atification Ne found l1ttle ev1denoe of such nonl1near effects. 7'5

4;:ll He must note that our est1mates of "school effects" are. prbbably b1ased

" upward due to the d1fferent1al rel1ab111ty of the var1ables 1ncluded 1n this .

T }analys1s. “Schoqﬂs“ are almost perfectly measured wh1le our other. variables
--are undoubtedly subject to Some degree of error (B1elby, Hauser, and Featherman,

' l976), thus 1nflat1ng estimates for. “schools“ vis-a-vis the rema1n1ng var1ables.‘fl

-5‘Unfortunafely, we lack the rel1ab1l1ty and val1d1ty 1nformat1on on most-

variables necessary to correct for attenuation. e e of.

_le Ne est1mate, for example, that for h1gh schobl graduates the. om1ss1on '
B .of high schools from earn1ng funct1ons 1s respons1ble for the follow1ng upward N
“Liases: mother s education . (67%), parental 1ncome (60%), and mater1a1 posses-
/s1ons (95%) " For college goers we observe the folloW1ng b1ases mater1al '

:posses51ons (45%); Catholic background (47%) Jewish background (29%),

coursework (49%), and educat1onal atta1nment (Zl%)

4
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bThe variables are ordered according to assuned causai sequencing. The model is fully- recursive, we are not

presenting arvons to avoid unnecessary confusion |

| Enpioyed onlyv inmtne.. anaiysis of coiiege goers.‘ o

B




_TABLE: 1

HEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES AND PROPDRTION

or VARIANCE BETWEEN SCHOOLS, BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT E— T
" HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES o cousss-eosns A
, | . X s.0. -2 . X S D_";~' -
wther's Education(MDMED) a9 2.7 e nlse 2.8 .5
3-r§ther s Edication(FAED) 877 3.2 CiB.00 1116 3.80 - 133 .
| Father's Occupation(FAOCC) 3058 18.06 28.4 _  45.84 22,23f3;520;5 f_ﬁ
Parental Income(PARINC) 6681. 3503 26.8 0428. 6445. . 13.0-.
 Materfal Possess. (Acqurs) a3 .805 3901 306 a1 21E
-Catho11c(CATHOL) T 20 a2 325 a3 37 1.3
-»Jewish(JENISH) ~ oS- o - o8l 217 37;5:v;a
Abﬂity (ABL) L 5.70 ' 3.03 M.3- - é',gs’ 403 1.3 |
Peers College Plans(PEER) a2 S0 212 . -5.51  1.44 205 .
Parental Encour. for Coll. (PAR) 1:85: .65  14.3. 2.39 _1;633f'__j10;8
Contact with Teachers(TEACH) 1.44  -.565 ° 8.9 174 616 ‘:14:2|_'~
) Educational Plans(EDEXP) TTver lez o | -z,ésh..f,?sz 27
0ccupationa1 Aspir. (OCCASP) .453 -499 "1'8._7 - 65.02 2393 _].'9,5'
‘)College Curric (COLLCUR) ERIPIN TS 22}3,5'." | 607 - a89 204
“Math. /Science Courses(COURSE)  5.45° 3,53 199 -  8.97  3.%0 o 20.2
Senior Ramk(STAND) . L2z iz 120 - | - 233 1.2 57
Academic Self-Image(IMAGE] ~ .621 .771  14:6 _} .94 785 100
yocationa] Curhié.(VOCCUR) _ a7 .378 | 11.0 B 085 ;227 - 8.8
occapational‘s£5tus(occ7. .. 3518 19.81 15.0 1 62.88  20.67 - 9.3
EarningS(EARN) - S 9971, 4550. 19.0 115?7. 5255, 7 17.4"
Education(EDUC) - - ;_7i el e w7
Coll. Self—Image(COLIMAGE) . - - - 89 . 584 14.0
‘College GPA(COLGPA) . - - - - 4TS 169 12.8 |
Business M;jor(suerESS) : - - - .233 . .423 7.7
‘Engineéring MaJor(ENGINEER) e = -4 tLs 4.4
Honors(HDNORS) - - - a0 g2 '-:9;7’A
) 1ect1vity(SELECT) L - A' - - 49,76 9,39 ,—5'-; .




"\ TABLEZ e

Gross and Net contribution of Schools /to Variaz,ce in- 0ccupational Status and Earnings. '
nmu-scuom GRADUATES with Pairwise Data Present (u-ssa) - |

S o nsncunsnr VARIABLES
termined e OCCUPATIONAL smus . EARNINGS SR
bles~ o . . 5_2 o ﬂ
i S R R I .
onen, FAED "FAOCQ PARINC, Acqus, CATHOLJBL | B 72

[

onsn, FAED, FAOCC, PARINC, ACQUIS, CATHOL, ABL, PEER PAR, TEAH a0 L ap

ONED, - FAED, FAOCC, PARINC, ACQUIS. CATHOL. ABE, PEER. PAR, T
DEXP, OCCASP . s - 05 8.
WED, FAED, FAGCC, PARINC, ACQUIS, CATHOL, DL, PEER; PR, TEACH, '
DEYP, OCCASP, COLLCUR counss, STAND , IMAGE, VOCCURR NI C
s1+occ L s

497 .




:Data' Present (N=525)
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- THBLE 4

T .»" C HITHIN HIGH SCHOOI. REGRESS1ON MODEL OF OELAATI iSTATlIS " EARNINGS.
G e HIGH SCHQOL GRADUATES MITH PMMSE DATA PRES (N'338)
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TABLE S - =

WITHIN HIGH SCHOOL REGRESSION MODEL OF OCCUPATIONAL STATUS:

Predetermined

COLLEGE GOERS WITH PAIRWISE DATA PRESENT (N=525).

52

c EQUATION # -
~ _Variables M@ ®_ @ 6 (6 0T
MOMED -.742  -.805 -.808 -.789  -.741  -.710  -.678
CFAED .933*  .878%  .837%  .823* .79z  .642  .701*
FAOCC .061  .051 - .049  .060°  .039 - .061  -.041
PARINC ~.000  -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000
~ Acquis - .32’ .03 -85 526 385 .009  -.082
cATHOL -2.42 -1.89 -1.83  -.501 72T -1.67
JEWISH 5.09 3.76 - 3.83 3.9 1.7  3.75  1.44
© B .898* 855 816  .112  -.163 -.091  -.212
PEER 22 .961 .83 469 442 .28
PAR " 159 (118 .390 547 .882 5
 TEACH 532 . .31 .183  -.003  .586 ° .369
CEDEX 1.45 .01 .62 1.19  .806
0CCASP 017 -.018  -.022 -.010 -.014
- COURSE 567 . .552 .53 - .512
‘.STAND 2.917« 1,85 2.13* 1.5
CVOCCUR o -.835  -.114  -2.04 . -.781
MG -.303 -7 -.285  -.382
' COLCURR 275 1.80 246 173
eouc noar - 2.8
COLIMAGE ~ 2.09  -2.15
" COLGPA | . 2.48% 1.91*
‘BUSINESS: i o845 1.75
ENGINEER . © 651 2.8
"HONORS | 207 -.928
SELECT | ’ 9 a3
R .09 106 109 164 . .228  .200 .26



e SR TABLE 6

"WITHIN HIGH SCHOOL REGRESSION MODEL OF ;ARN:NéSé K
- COLLEGE GOERS WITH'PAIRWISE DATA PRESENT (N=525) 3
' Predetermined | P - L _"_}
Variables I @ B @ Gl (6 ) (8 (9]
wMED |64, 8. 57 66 9%.  .97. 101. .61. 76 .
R [ s e e Cse o s, 0. 4
FAOCC -\4“ -17.  -16. -14.  -16. -18. -18. -14. 15,
PARINC .081  -.088. .090 .094% .075 .075  .077 . .094% >.098* ;
ACQUIS 366.  225. . 245. 245. . 278. 274. 275.  245. . 249, -
CATHOL 765 916.. 893.  1085. 1040. 997.  1009. 1082 1110 -
JEWISH - | 2738.* zégz,f '2580;5'-2651.* 2916.* 2816.* 2796.*  2651.% 2512.&1
AL - 3. 2.  30. -7. -2. -26. -25. -8 Y R
,'bEER S - 14 76.  63. 8. -.368 -4. ~61. ~ s0. |
PR © O TM4L* 1239 1253.% 1309.% 1310.% 1304.% 1253.%  1245.%
CTEACH S -89, <124 -108. 'i 49.  47.. 5. -109.  -g. _
EDEXP a5 -306. - -3 © o353, -357.  -307. -315.
occasP | R R A N R T
COURSE" [ . - e 75 74 - 70. 9. 8.
szﬁo - - 181, 66. 44 37. . 178 157,
VOCCUR ST Al . s 9. 214 227
| IMAGE . 0 . 158, 181, -159.  -129.  -M9.
" COLCURR 25 desi s -380. 959, -289. -301.  -384.. -410.
| c0L1MAsE B SRS C -6 -22. -il. - s
o o-toeen | T | 321, 299, 288, e o oo
“¢auSrNE§s | o | | o o 2168:% 2262.% 2243.* -4 -
ENGINEER. | w2848+ 2629.% 2606.% © < -~
HONORS: S0 -3, -65. 88 - .
seeer | e e s | '
evc . | - TN
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